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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

This Office Action has been issued in response to the amendment filed on 
December 29"^, 2006. Claims 1-16 are pending. Applicant's arguments have been 
carefully and respectfully considered. 

Specification 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the title of the invention 
should not be in the invention's page. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 



For the following 35 U.S.C 101 rejections refer to MPEP 2106.1 an excerpt of which is presented here: 
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I. FUNCTIONAL DESCRIPTIVE MATERIAL: "DATA STRUCT! RES " 
REPRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE MATERIAL PERSE OR COMPUTER 
PROGRAMS REPRESENTING COMPUTER LISTINGS PER SE 

Data stmctaes not claimed as embodied in compiiter-readable iiiedia are desciipA^e 
material per se and are not statutory because tisey are iiot capable of causing imctional 
chaiige in the computer. See, e.g., Warmerdam. 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 
(ciaini t£> a data sti^ture per se held nonstatutory). Siicli claimed data smjctm-es do tiot 
de&e any srroctnral and {unctional ii!terretatfonshi>s between tlie data structure and other 
claitned aspects of the invention wiiich pennit the data strictare's fiaictionaliiy to be 
realized In confiast a claimed compiBer-readable medium encoded with a data structise 
defines structural and fisictioiial iaterrelationshps between tire data structure and the 
computer software and hai'dware con^onents which permit tiie data staictm-e's 
fimcfioiiality to be realized, and s fhtK statutory'. 

SimOariy, computer programs claimed as computer listings per ie. it., the descriptions or 
ejqjressions of the programs, are not physical '^thirgs." Tlisy are neitlier computer 
components nor statutory processes, as they are !»t "acts" beit^ performed. Such 
claimed computer programs do not define any strrichira! and iiBicficinl Lnten'elatioiiships 
bet\^ een the compiEer program aad other ckiuied elements of a coiapiiier wiiich permit 
the computer program's feHtctionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed computer- 
readable inediujn eiicoded with a computer program is a comptaer element wiiich defines 
structural atid fiinctiona! kiten-elationslt^s between the computer program and tte rest of 
the comptiter which permit the computer program's fimctionalSy to be realized, and is 
thus statuloiy. See Lamy, 32 F.3d at 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d at 1035. Accordii^', ff is 
anportant to distingiash claims tliat define descrptive matetial per se from claims timt 
define statutory inveniioas. 



Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The instant claims are read as software per se 
because the computer system claims are missing functional hardware components for 
executing the claim's limitations. Software per-se is non-descriptive material therefore it 
doesn't fall into one of the statutory categories for patentability. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Taylor (US PG Pub 2002/0052882) in view of Andrews et al (US PG 
Pub 2002/0077998). 

With respect to independent claim 1 : 

Taylor teaches: 

A method of evaluating data stored in a data source, the method 
comprising: 

Allowing a user to define a plurality of rules that operate on data formatted 
according to the data format, (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the user will define 
rules that will be used to organize and manipulate data depending on specific attributes) 
wherein the rules are intended to assess a quality of data; (Paragraph [0046] Lines 
23-24, discloses that the data sets derived from the rules defined by the user will be 
used to derive statistical measures of data quality) 

Mapping data from the data source to the data format; and (Paragraph 
[0040], discloses that the data will be mapped to a specific attribute to be used in the 
execution of the user defined rules) 

Executing the plurality of rules on the mapped data to produce a set of 
analyzed data that allows evaluation according to an assessed quality of the data. 

(Paragraph [0046] Lines 23-33, discloses that the data sets derived by the user defined 
rules will be used to analyze data quality of the data) 
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Taylor does not appear to explicitly disclose allowing a user to define a data 
format; the data being contacts. 

Andrews teaches allowing a user to define a data format; (Paragraphs [0079- 
0081], disclose that the sales leads will include data that will be divided into different 
formats depending on the organization it is directed to and that the user can define said 
data formats) the data being contacts. (Paragraph [06], discloses a database that 
stores a plurality of information of sales leads (contacts)) 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
Invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement allowing a 
user to define a data format; the data being contacts so that the data can be 
manipulated and analyzed for commerce purposes. (As presented in Andrews) 

With respect to claim 2: 
Taylor teaches: 

The data source is either a database or a spreadsheet file. (Paragraph 
[0017], discloses that the data will be stored in a database that can be a relational 
database or a flat file) 

With respect to claim 4: 
Andrews teaches: 
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The data source comprises a plurality of sales leads. (Paragraph [06], 
discloses a database that stores a plurality of sales leads) 

With respect to claim 5: 
Taylor teaches: 

The plurality of rules that can be defined by a user include spatial rules, 
age/lineage rules, pattern-based rules, electronic validation rules and numeric 
operator-based rules. (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the user defined rules will 
break the data into groups based on common attributes, this is clearly a pattern based 
rules) 

With respect to independent claim 9: 
Taylor teaches: 

A method of evaluating data stored in a data source, the method 
comprising: 

Allowing a user to define a plurality of rules that operate on data formatted 
according to the data format, (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the user will define 
rules that will be used to organize and manipulate data depending on specific atthbutes) 
wherein the rules are intended to assess a quality of data (Paragraph [0046] Lines 
23-24, discloses that the data sets derived from the rules defined by the user will be 
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used to derive statistical measures of data quality) and include spatial rules, pattern- 
based rules and electronic validation rules; (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the 
user defined rules will break the data into groups based on common attributes, this is 
clearly a pattern based rules) the data source is either a database or spreadsheet 
file; (Paragraph [0017], discloses that the data will be stored in a database that can be 
a relational database or a flat file) 

Mapping data identifying a plurality of data from the data source to the data 
format; and (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the data will be mapped to a specific 
attribute to be used in the execution of the user defined rules) 

Executing the plurality of rules on the data to score the data and produce a 
set of analyzed data usable to assess the quality of data in the data source. 

(Paragraph [0046] Lines 23-33, discloses that the data sets derived by the user defined 
rules will be used to analyze data quality of the data) 

Taylor does not appear to explicitly disclose allowing a user to define a data 
format; the data being contacts. 

Andrews teaches allowing a user to define a data format; (Paragraphs [0079- 
0081], disclose that the sales leads will include data that will be divided into different 
formats depending on the organization it is directed to and that the user can define said 
data formats) the data being contacts. (Paragraph [06], discloses a database that 
stores a plurality of information of sales leads (contacts)) 
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It would have been obvious for one of ordinary sl^ill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement allowing a 
user to define a data format; the data being contacts so that the data can be 
manipulated and analyzed for commerce purposes. (As presented in Andrews) 

) 

With respect to claim 12, Taylor teaches: 

The plurality of rules that can be defined by a user further comprise 
age/lineage rules and numeric operator-based rules. (Paragraph [0040], discloses 
that one of the user defined rules may be comparing certain attributes for each data 
element, this combination could be performed in numbers therefore is numeric) 

With respect to independent claim 13: 
Taylor teaches: 

A system for evaluating data stored in data source, the system comprising: 

A user interface component configured to allow one or more users to 
define a plurality of rules that operate on, and are intended to assess a quality of, 

(Paragraph [0046] Lines 23-24, discloses that the data sets derived from the rules 
defined by the user will be used to derive statistical measures of data quality) data 
formatted according to the data format; (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the user 
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will define rules that will be used to organize and manipulate data depending on specific 
attributes) 

Map data identifying a plurality of data from the data source to the data 
format; and (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the data will be mapped to a specific 
attribute to be used in the execution of the user defined rules) 

A rules engine component configured to execute the plurality of rules on 
the mapped data to produce a set of analyzed data that allows evaluation of 
potential data according to an assessed quality of the data, (Paragraph [0046] 
Lines 23-33, discloses that the data sets derived by the user defined rules will be used 
to analyze data quality of the data) the rules engine further configured to provide at 
least a portion of the analyzed data set to the one users. (Paragraph [0046] Lines 
23-33, discloses that the analyzed data will be presented to the user) 

Taylor does not appear to explicitly disclose allowing a user to define a data 
format; the data being contacts. 

Andrews teaches allowing a user to define a data format; (Paragraphs [0079- 
0081], disclose that the sales leads will include data that will be divided into different 
formats depending on the organization it is directed to and that the user can define said 
data formats) the data being contacts. (Paragraph [06], discloses a database that 
stores a plurality of information of sales leads (contacts)) 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement allowing a 
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user to define a data format; the data being contacts so that the data can be 
manipulated and analyzed for commerce purposes. (As presented in Andrews) 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US PG Pub 2002/0052882) in view of Andrews et al (US PG Pub 200/0077998) and 
Mary Jo Nott (New Product News, Published May 21^', 2002) 

With respect to claim 3: 

The combination of Taylor and Andrews does not appear to explicitly disclose 
that the data source is a heterogeneous data source. 

Nott teaches that the data source is a heterogeneous data source. 

(Paragraph [001], discloses that Gognos allows corporate decisions to be based on data 
from SAP and non SAP data sources, therefore the collected that comes from 
heterogeneous data sources, this helps in the collection of data from different 
databases in an enterprise and allows flawless communication between the 
heterogeneous database and the 360 degree view of business operations) 

It would be obvious for someone with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement that the data 
source is a heterogeneous data source because this helps in the collection of data 
from different databases in an enterprise and allows flawless communication between 
the heterogeneous database and the 360 degree view of business operations. 
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Claims 6, 7, 10, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Taylor (US PG Pub 2002/0052882) in view of Andrews et al (US PG 
Pub 200/0077998) and Fagin et al (US Patent 6,014,664). 

With respect to claim 6: 

The combination of Taylor and Andrews does not appear to explicitly disclose 
the step of executing the plurality of rules comprises scoring the mapped data. 

Fagin teaches the step of executing the plurality of rules comprises scoring 
the mapped data. (Column 1 Lines 8-1 1 , discloses that rules that will have scores 
assigned to them so that data can be assigned scores) 

It would be obvious for someone with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement the step of 
executing the plurality of rules comprises scoring the mapped data because this 
would help in the fact that then the user could have an idea of which results are more 
important. 

With respect to claim 7: 

The combination of Taylor and Andrews does not appear to explicitly disclose 
that after executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to rank data from the set 
of analyzed data according to its score. 

Fagin teaches that after executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to 
rank data from the set of analyzed data according to its score. (Column 8 Lines 54- 
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47, discloses tliat tine user will create the scoring for each rule therefore the user is the 
one responsible for the ranking of the data) 

With respect to claim 10: 

The combination of Taylor and Andrews does not appear to explicitly disclose 
that executing the plurality of rules comprises scoring the mapped data. 

Fagin teaches that executing the plurality of rules comprises scoring the 
mapped data. (Column 1 Lines 8-11, discloses that rules that will have scores assigned 
to them so that data can be assigned scores) 

It would be obvious for someone with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement executing the 
plurality of rules comprises scoring the mapped data because this would help in the 
fact that then the user could have an idea of which results are more important. 

With respect to claim 14: 

The combination of Taylor and Andrews does not appear to explicitly disclose 
that the user interface component allows users to associate a score with each 
defined rule and wherein the rules engine component scores the mapped data 
during execution of the plurality of rules. 

Fagin teaches that the user interface component allows users to associate a 
score with each defined rule and wherein the rules engine component scores the 
mapped data during execution of the plurality of rules. (Column 1 Lines 8-1 1 , 
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discloses tliat rules that will have scores assigned to them so that data can be assigned 
scores) 

With respect to claim 15: 

The combination of Taylor and Andrews does not appear to explicitly disclose 
that the user interface is furtlier configured to allow a user to rank data from the 
set of analyzed data according to its score after the rules engine executes the 
plurality of rules. 

Fagin teaches that the user interface is further configured to allow a user to 
rank data from the set of analyzed data according to its score after the rules 
engine executes the plurality of rules. (Column 8 Lines 54-47, discloses that the user 
will create the scoring for each rule therefore the user is the one responsible for the 
ranking of the data) 

Claims 8 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Taylor (US PG Pub 2002/0052882) in view of Andrews et al (US PG Pub 200/0077998) 
and Hibbets et al (US Patent 5,787,418). 

With respect to claim 8: 

The combination of Taylor and Andrews does not appear to explicitly disclose 
that after executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to sort the analyzed data 
into buckets according to whether or not the data passed specific rules identified 
by the user. 
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Hibbetts teaches that after executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to 
sort the analyzed data into buckets according to whether or not the data passed 
specific rules identified by the user. (Column 5 Lines 1-13, discloses a user being 

able to sort data into tables by selecting data based on its attributes, this would allow 
the user to have control over the final ranking and sorting of the data therefore making it 
more functional) 

It would be obvious for someone with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement that after 
executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to sort the analyzed data into 
buckets according to whether or not the data passed specific rules Identified by 
the user because this would allow the user to have control over the final ranking and 
sorting of the data therefore making it more functional. 

With respect to claim 1 1 : 

The combination of Taylor and Andrews does not appear to explicitly disclose 
that after executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to sort the analyzed data 
into buckets according to whether or not the data passed specific rules identified 
by the user. 

Hibbetts teaches that after executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to 
sort the analyzed data into buckets according to whether or not the data passed 

specific rules identified by the user. (Column 5 Lines 1-13, discloses a user being 
able to sort data into tables by selecting data based on its attributes, this would allow 
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the user to have control over the final ranking and sorting of the data therefore making it 
more functional) 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US PG Pub 2002/0052882) in view of Andrews et al (US PG Pub 200/0077998), Fagin 
et al (US Patent 6,014,664) and Hibbets et al (US Patent 5,787,418). 

With respect to claim 16: 

The combination of Taylor and Andrews and Fagin does not appear to explicitly 
disclose that the user interface is further configured to, after the rules engine 
executes the plurality of rules, allow a user to sort data from the set of analyzed 
data into buckets according to whether or not the data passed specific rules 
identified by the user. 

Hibbetts teaches that the user interface is further configured to, after the 
rules engine executes the plurality of rules, allow a user to sort data from the set 
of analyzed data into buckets according to whether or not the data passed 
specific rules identified by the user. (Column 5 Lines 1-13, discloses a user being 
able to sort data into tables by selecting data based on its attributes, this would allow 
the user to have control over the final ranking and sorting of the data therefore making it 
more functional) 

It would be obvious for someone with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement that the user 
interface is further configured to, after the rules engine executes the plurality of 
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rules, allow a user to sort data from the set of analyzed data into buckets 
according to whether or not the data passed specific rules identified by the user 

because this would allow the user to have control over the final ranking and sorting of 
the data therefore making it more functional. 

Response to Arguments 

Claim Rejections 35 USC 101 
Applicant argues that the rejected claims "Clearly define structural and 
functional interrelationships" However examiner disagrees. The instant claims are 
directed to a computer system however there is no hardware presented in said system, 
therefore it is presumed to be software per-se which is non-descriptive material. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC 102 
Applicant's arguments have been carefully and respectfully considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection set forth. Applicant argues that Taylor 
does not disclose a user being able to define a data format and that Taylor does not 
disclose any contacts or sales leads; in the present Office Action Andrews is relied upon 
for teaching a user being able to define a data format and sales leads. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mariela D. Reyes whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1006. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F 7:30- 5:00 East time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on (571) 272-7079. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/DEBBIE M LE/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2168 
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